In seeking to exploit environmental resources and opportunities, small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) can either set multiple goals or narrow their focus on a few. We investigate the moderating effects of goal setting (including the number of goals and the prioritization of these goals) on the relationship between industrial munificence and the satisfaction of goal attainment. By examining 227 SMEs in four countries, we find that SMEs need to stretch their goal list while keeping a clear priority order among these goals in order to capitalize on industrial munificence. Implications of our study are discussed.
ACADEMIC ABSTRACT
In seeking to exploit environmental resources and opportunities, small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) can either set multiple goals or narrow their focus on a few. We investigate the moderating effects of goal setting (including the number of goals and the prioritization of these goals) on the relationship between industrial munificence and the satisfaction of goal attainment. By examining 227 SMEs in four countries, we find that SMEs need to stretch their goal list while keeping a clear priority order among these goals in order to capitalize on industrial munificence. Implications of our study are discussed.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In this paper, we investigate organizational goal setting from two aspects. We define goal complexity as the number of goals set by CEOs for their organizations, and goal diversity as the prioritization structure of these goals, i.e., how organizations attach the importance ranking to each goal. We examine how goal complexity and diversity impact the extent to which small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) capitalize on industrial munificence to better achieve their goals.
We collected both primary and secondary data for our analyses. The primary data came from a large survey of a stratified random sample of SMEs in four countries: Australia, Sweden, Mexico, and the Netherlands. Surveys were sent to 2,523 organizations. The number of usable responses was 227. We used archival data to calculate industrial munificence. The hierarchical linear regression analysis showed that the more goals an organization emphasizes, the better it will be able to attain desired goals. Results also indicate that organizations are able to better utilize industrial resources in achieving organizational goals by prioritizing these goals.
Our results suggest that while maintaining a long list of organizational goals may benefit SMEs, what is more important is keeping a clear priority among these goals. A long list of organizational goals would help firms to broadly screen the environment and be ready to grasp opportunities when they arise. An unambiguous prioritization of goals helps organizations maintain focus or core competitiveness when exploring alternative directions. An appropriate balance of the amount and the prioritization of organizational goals appear to be necessary for SMEs to attain optimal results; sacrificing either complexity or prioritization grants organizations only partial benefits. A multiple-goal system without prioritization may exhaust organizations through internal conflicts and friction while a short list of goals unnecessarily narrows the organizations' visions when they are looking outside for potential resources and opportunities. Simon (1964: 7) observed that any action tends to serve several purposes and that it thus makes sense to "refer to the whole set of requirements as the (complex) goal of the action." The pursuit of a single goal is just not a viable strategy for organizations (Connolly, Conlon, and Deutsch, 1980; Simon, 1964) .
INTRODUCTION
Previously, goals have been examined extensively -mainly through the lens of expectancy, motivation, and the roles of principles and agents (Fred and Slowik, 2004; Lee and Schuler, 1980; Steers, 1976; Tubbs, 1986) . Goals have been conceptualized in many different ways, e.g., as objectives (Blau and McKinley, 1979; Krouse, 1972) , evaluation criteria (Tansik, 1973) , effectiveness criteria (Connolly et al., 1980; Hoy and Hellriegel, 1982) , and aspiration levels (Lant, 1992) . In addition, the relationship between individual-level phenomena and organizational goals has been extensively explored through research examining goal ambiguity and specificity between principles and agents or among different stakeholders (Austin and Klein, 1996; Fred and Slowik, 2004; Lee and Schuler, 1980; Latham, 1990, 2000; Steers, 1976; Tubbs, 1986) , employee goal setting and motivation or satisfaction (House, 1971; Locke, 1968) , or goals and employees' feelings of success and failure (Lewin, Dembo, Festinger, and Sears, 1994) . There are also several empirical studies that view organizational goals through the lens of top management teams, e.g. by examining discrepancy in goals among top management team members (Blau and McKinley, 1979; Maclver, 1955) . However, these prior studies of goals and related constructs have generally focused on the effectiveness of specific goals or the harmony among individuals' goals. The complexity caused by pursuing multiple organizational goals has been completely ignored. We seek to extend previous research by investigating CEOs' setting of organizational goals. More specifically, we investigate how the number of goals that CEOs set for their organizations and the prioritization of these goals affect the organizations' ability to take advantage of the resources and opportunities available in their environments.
We begin by reviewing the literature related to organizational goals and build three moderating hypotheses about the impact of CEOs' goal setting on the relationship between industrial munificence and goal attainment. We then describe the data collection process conducted in four countries and present the analysis and results. We end by discussing our findings and their implications for both researchers and managers.
THEORY AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT

Organizational Goals
The concept of organizational goals has evolved over time, but most theoretical discussions of organizational goals have emphasized their "normative" and "evaluative" functions (Connolly et al., 1980: 211) . Organizational goals have most commonly been employed as criteria for assessing effectiveness (Hoy and Hellriegel, 1982) . Conceptualized in this way, organizational goals are in essence benchmarks used to evaluate the effectiveness of organizational behaviors and attained outcomes (Tansik, 1973) . Other conceptualizations such as the work motif (Blau and McKinley, 1979) or work objective (Krouse, 1972) also accentuate the normative function of organizational goals as "the intellectual ethos or prevailing set of ideas concerning what architecture is and what it should accomplish" (Blau and McKinley, 1979: 201-202) . Simon (1964) took the normative conceptualization of organizational goals one step further by representing them as "constraints" of organizational structure and behaviors (Simon, 1964) .
As criteria for evaluating organizational performance and guides for organizational behaviors, organizational goals must balance the conflicting interests of different types of stakeholders (Bourgeois, 1980 (Bourgeois, , 1985 Connolly et al., 1980) . Short-term and long-term goals need to be balanced (Blau and McKinley, 1979) . Cost and benefits need to be weighed (Bailey and Malone, 1970) , and both individual desires and organizational needs must be reconciled (House, 1971; Locke, 1996) . As a result, no organizational systems are observed to employ only a single criterion to guide organizational behaviors in the context of market competition (Connolly et al., 1980) . In adapting to complex environments, organizations develop complex visions and structures that are reflected in their goals (Blau and McKinley, 1979) . Multiple organizational goals are necessary for each organization -even organizations that consist of relatively simple systems (Connolly et al., 1986) . While there is variation from organization to organization in goals, there are some common goals that must be satisfied in order for organizations to achieve a satisfactory performance. Therefore, it is important to investigate if the setting of organizational goals will influence the attainment of these goals. We wonder if there are common laws of organizational goal setting that will make organizations easier to take advantage of industrial resources and achieve their goals. In this paper, we investigate the organizational goal setting from two aspects. We define goal complexity as the number of goals set by CEOs for their organizations. Goal diversity refers to the prioritization structure of these goals. Specifically, goal diversity describes how organizations attach the importance ranking to each goal. For instance, when an organization does not prioritize its goals, it faces greater goal diversity because organizational decisionmaking should be more difficult when goals are deemed equally important. In contrast, when there is a clear priority among organizational goals, decision-making should be easier as there is less ambiguity in the sequence of actions required for attaining these goals.
Industrial Munificence and Organizational Goals
Industrial munificence has played a fundamental role in determining organizations' effectiveness in achieving their goals (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Zahra and Covin, 1995) . Industrial munificence refers to the availability of resources and the amount of external opportunities that are present in a specific environment (Dess and Beard, 1984; Zahra, 1993) . The plentiful resources and opportunities afforded to organizations in munificent environments tend to allow these organizations to enjoy heightened levels of competitive success when exploiting current business strengths (Castrogiovanni, 1991) . As a result, it is easier for organizations to attain their goals in a lenient environment (Dess and Beard, 1984; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Randolph and Dess, 1984; Staw and Szwajkowski, 1975; Tushman and Anderson, 1986) .
The greater the level of industrial munificence is, the more opportunities the environment provides and therefore the easier it is for organizations to survive and prosper (Castrogiovanni, 1991) . Applying the concept to small-to-medium sized enterprises, Dubini (1988) characterized a munificent environment as having: an economy that is diversified in terms of the sizes of companies and the industries represented, an infrastructure that is rich in skilled human resources, a financial community that is solid, and government incentives that support the creation and development of new businesses. Similarly, Gnyawali and Fogel (1994) emphasized the socioeconomic dimension of a munificent environment and linked this dimension to the availability of assistance and support services that facilitate the entrepreneurial process. Korunka et al. (2003) split industrial resources into two categories: micro-social (e.g. family restrictions, support) and macro-social (e.g. social networks based on earlier occupational experience), both of which support entrepreneurs' goal attainment. Although there are differences, a common theme in these conceptualizations of industrial munificence is that it is generally easier in munificent environments for organizations to take advantage of external resources in seeking to realize their goals. We hypothesize that an appropriate level of goal complexity facilitates organizations' ability to exploit environmental resources in the pursuit of their goals. A greater number of goals means that organizations are able to balance the interests of multiple stakeholders and to be responsive to direct and indirect environmental factors (Blau and McKinley, 1979; Maclver, 1955) . A munificent environment presents opportunities that organizations with preparation and clear policies are better able to recognize than are organizations with a narrower goal focus (Hoy and Hellriegel, 1982) . Research on organizational goals has found that by maintaining multiple goals to satisfy a variety of constituencies, organizations are able to perceive their environments more accurately (Bourgeois, 1985) . A clearer vision of the environment enables a more complete search for opportunities within an industry (Sutcliffe, 1994) . Setting up multiple, conflicting goals implies that an organization is willing to evaluate its situation and to consider several alternatives for both the present and the future (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997) . Summarizing previous studies, we may conclude that the greater the number of goals an organization pursues, the more successful the organization is in exploiting environmental resources in the pursuit of its goals:
Hypothesis 1: Goal complexity moderates the impact of industrial munificence on goal attainment. Specifically, the more goals an organization has, the better it is able to benefit from industrial munificence in seeking to attain its goals.
While a greater number of goals helps organizations reap more benefits from industrial munificence, pursuing too many goals could cause organizations to lose focus (Evan, 1976; Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967) . When organizations engage in a broad search in exploring environmental opportunities, a clear priority among rules and actions makes exploration more efficient (Krouse, 1972) . The degree to which organizations have a specific focus or goal prioritization is reflected in the diversity of the importance ascribed to goals. Research on the goals of top management teams has applied a similar logic. While acknowledging that management team members must maintain a sufficient number of goals in order to represent the interests of various constituencies (Bourgeois, 1985) , scholars have also suggested that certain congruence must be achieved on the prioritization among these goals for the sake of efficiency (Bourgeois, 1980; Child, 1974) . Placing equal emphasis on goals is deemed problematic because of the confusion that it causes among employees and its ambiguity in directing individual and organizational activities.
While maintaining more organizational goals benefits organizations by enhancing organizations' responsiveness to potential external opportunities, organizing or structuring goals in a proper way provides additional benefits. By establishing priorities among goals, organizations avoid the potential internal conflicts and frictions caused by an ambiguous goal ranking system. Goal diversity decreases when organizations prioritize their goals, while goal diversity is maximized when organizations fail to distinguish among goals in terms of their importance. Therefore, a greater goal diversity undermines a firm's ability to exploiting industrial opportunities by halting the firm making quick responses and taking necessary actions. We thus hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2: Goal diversity moderates the impact of industrial munificence on goal attainment. Specifically, when an organization prioritizes their goals, it is able to better benefit from industrial munificence in seeking to attain its goals.
The moderating effect of goal diversity has a second meaning. Combining the above two hypotheses, we found that not only increasing goal amounts or keeping focus will benefit firms, keeping focus on a wide range of goals should benefit firms as well. Favoring complexity, Simon (1964) asserted that organizations should pursue multiple goals at the same time.
According to Cyert and March (1963) , success comes when all goals are satisfied. Favoring diversity, Child (1979) stated that the less dispersed top management objectives were, the more successful the organization would be in attaining them. Bourgeois' (1980) empirical studies supported Child's assertion, which Bourgeois (1985) labeled "the value of consensus". The congruence of top managers' objectives is crucial in order to reduce intra-organizational politics and transaction costs associated with negotiation and coordination (Child, 1979) .
Combining both sides of arguments, we suggest that organizations benefit from multiple goals because they are thus motivated to screen the environment in a thorough manner. As suggested by Bourgeois (1985: 568) , the members of an organization's top management team should "focus on sufficiently different aspects of the environment so that their perceptions will not be homogeneous and they will maintain different goal sets adequately representing the organization's various constituencies." However, the number of goals will become an even stronger moderator of the impact of munificence on goal attainment when organizations rank order goals by their importance. Lower diversity (i.e., prioritized goals) makes it easier for organizations to pursue multiple goals simultaneously and efficiently. For a given number of goals, emphasizing some goal over others reduces negotiation and coordination efforts and thereby facilitates the identification and distribution of environmental resources (Bourgeois 1980; Child, 1974) . We thus hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3: The goal diversity moderates the moderation effect of goal complexity on the relationship between industrial munificence and goal attainment. Specifically, when an organization prioritizes its goals, the positive moderation effect of goal complexity is stronger. Figure 1 summarizes the hypothesized relationships.
FIGURE 1 Conceptual Model
METHODOLOGY Data Collection and Sample
We chose to test our hypotheses using small-to-medium sized enterprises (SMEs) in order to reduce the impact of organizational factors extraneous to our model. Large organizations are able to influence or enact their environments. Our study required that we be able to treat the environment as exogenous to organizations. We collected both primary and secondary data for our analyses. The primary data came from a large survey of a stratified random sample of companies in four countries: Australia, Sweden, Mexico, and the Netherlands. We used national databases, trade association membership lists, and business directories to construct our sample. The sample was mainly drawn from fourteen industries (i.e. food, wood, printing, rubber, chemicals, machine manufacturing, electronics products, transportation, programming, textile, services, construction, oil and gas, and other). The data were collected by questionnaires and onsite interviews. In Mexico, structured interviews were used due to concerns regarding the reliability of the postal service; a two-wave mailing process was used in the other countries. Surveys were sent to 2,523 organizations: 973 in Australia, 600 in Sweden, and 300 in the Netherlands. A modified on-site interview process was conducted in Mexico (650 organizations). The survey was formulated in English and then translated into local languages. We confirmed the accuracy of translations using a double back-translation process (Brislin, 1980) and pilot tests. The study participants were requested to be CEOs of the companies. Goal Diversity enterprises, we constrained the firm size in our sample to between 5 to 500 employees (Steensma et al., 2000) . After removing the organizations with less than 5 and more than 500 employees, 654 SMEs remained.
We used archival data to calculate industrial munificence. Consistent with previous studies (Dess and Beard, 1984; Palmer and Wiseman, 1999) , the archival data included industrial indices such as output, employees, value-added, and the number of establishments for the years of 1994-1998. An examination of the available archival datasets revealed that different countries employed different industry codes between 1994 and 1998. After reviewing several potential data sources, we determined that the Structural Statistics database provided the best fit for the analysis because it yielded the greatest number of consistent industry classifications, including food, wood, printing, rubber, chemicals, machine manufacturing, and electronics. While limiting the sample to these seven manufacturing industries could have reduced the range of munificence in our study, Mizik and Jacobson (2003) found that these seven industries have a broad range of uncertainty, including low industrial uncertainty (i.e., food and wood), moderate industrial uncertainty (i.e., chemicals, machine manufacturing, and rubber), and high industrial uncertainty (i.e., electronics). Narrowing our sample to these seven industries decreased the number of usable responses to 331.
Listwise deletion of firms with missing data resulted in a final sample of 227 firms, consisting of 26 Australian, 84 Swedish, 77 Mexican, and 40 Dutch firms. A comparatively larger proportion of organizations (23.8%) came from the machine manufacturing industry. Table 1 lists the industry breakdown for each country. We tested for non-response bias in each country by contacting a sub-sample of companies whose key decision makers did not return the surveys in order to test whether these companies were significantly different from the companies in our final sample in terms of demographic characteristics such as firm size, industry, etc. No bias was detected. We also conducted two ANOVA analyses to test for other potential biases. The first ANOVA assessed whether there were significant differences in firm size between the final sample and the cases excluded; the second ANOVA assessed whether there were significant mean differences in the key variables in the final sample and the cases deleted due to missing-values. We identified no systematic bias in either test.
Measures
Goal Complexity. In this paper, we measure goal complexity as the number of goals that are important to organizations. Specifically, we asked CEOs to evaluate the importance to their organization of the following strategic goals: sales level ($), sales growth rate, cash flow, gross profit, net profit from operations, return on investment (ROI), and the ability to fund business growth from profit. All items were scored on 5-point Likert scales. We identified the goals rated at the highest level of importance ("5") as the goals that were the most influential in organizational behaviors and outcomes. Our rationale for this measure was that only the most important goals would be consistently employed in decision-making and pursued (Blau and McKinley, 1979) .
Goal Diversity. The standard deviation is the one of the most commonly used measures of diversity (Bourgeois, 1985; Weiss, 2004) . Therefore, we used the standard deviation in importance rating of the seven goals of each firm to assess the prioritization setting of organizational goals. Please be aware that this operationalization is inversely related to our theoretical construct of goal diversity. That is, the smaller the standard deviation is (which indicates all goals are rated similarly in importance), the more complicated the goal system is and the higher the goal diversity is. We thus calculated the goal diversity measure by subtracting the standard deviation from a constant so that the measure's direction would be consistent with the theory.
Objective Industrial Munificence. Following Dess and Beard (1984) and Palmer and Wiseman (1999) , we measured objective industrial munificence by regressing industrial sales, total industrial employment, and industrial value-added for each industry on the five years prior to the year of the survey. Munificence was calculated using a ratio of the regression slope coefficients (B) to the mean value of the dependent variables. Consistent with Sutcliffe (1994) , the final munificence measure was expressed as the arithmetic average of the three ratios.
Goal Attainment. We asked CEOs to evaluate the degree to which they were satisfied with their company's performance of the above seven criteria. All responses were 5-point Likert scales ranging from "not satisfied at all" to "highly satisfied." Rather than weighting each goal equally, we weighted the attainment responses for each goal by multiplying it by the corresponding importance rating; we used the average of these products as our measure of goal attainment. Weighting goal attainment by its importance is a more valid measure because different organizations emphasize different goals, and a measure of goal attainment needs to reflect this variance.
Control variables
External Environment. Consistent with prior research (Dess and Beard, 1984; Palmer and Wiseman, 1999) and in order to control for other elements of environmental uncertainty, we controlled two other environmental variables. Environmental instability reflects the rate of changes in the environment (Miller and Friesen, 1983) . We operationalized it as the mean of the ratios of the standard errors of the three regressions used to measure munificence to the mean value of the dependent variables. Environmental complexity represents the competitive intensity in each industry (Downey and Slocum, 1975) . The objective environmental complexity measure was obtained by counting the number of industrial establishments as the proxy of the number of industrial competitors (Palmer and Wiseman, 1999) . These additional environmental controls allowed us to account for potential industry effects across countries. We found high correlations between the two environmental variables and the country dummies and industry dummies (VIF varied from 4 to 14). These high correlations verify the validity of these two environmental measures.
Firm Size. Previous research has argued that smaller firms tend to be at a resource disadvantage to maintain multiple goals (Calof, 1993) . Therefore, we controlled for firm size, as measured by the number of employees, to account for each firm's resource sufficiency and economies of scale.
Internationalization.
Companies that are engaged in international trade are less likely to be constrained by the industrial munificence in their home countries. We gauged each company's level of internationalization by asking the percentage of the company's current sales revenue that came from outside of the home country. This variable was included to account for international effects.
Entrepreneurial Orientation. Our last control was entrepreneurial orientation, which has consistently appeared in research on SMEs (Tan and Litschert, 1994; Venkatraman, 1989) . Entrepreneurial orientation gauges the strategic posture of organizations; differences in strategic posture affect attainment of organizational goals. In accordance with previous research, we used the established measure of entrepreneurial orientation developed by Miller (1983) and later revised by Covin and Covin (1990) , which emphasized aggressive product-market innovations, risky projects, and proclivity to pioneer innovations that preempt the competition. We verified the measure's dimensionality using confirmatory factor analysis (LISREL 8.7). The model fitness in terms of GFI, CFI, and NFI was above 0.90, indicating an acceptable measurement model. The reliability of the entrepreneurial orientation measure in our study was 0.78.
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The hierarchical linear regression analysis was divided into three stages. First, we tested the direct impacts of goal complexity, goal diversity, and industrial munificence on goal attainment (see Model 2 in Table 3 ). We then included two interaction items (see Model 3 in Table 3 ): the interaction of goal complexity and industrial munificence and the interaction of goal diversity and industrial munificence. Finally, we included a three-way interaction item -the interaction of industrial munificence, goal complexity, and goal diversity -to gauge the moderating effect of goal diversity on the moderating effect of goal complexity (see Model 4 in Table 3 ). All the interaction items were mean centered in order to decrease the multicollinearity among the interaction items and the main-effect variables (Aiken and Stephen, 1991; Jaccard, Turrisi, and Choi, 1990 ).
The means, standard deviations, and the correlations are listed in Table 2 . Goal complexity is positively and significantly related to firm size (r = .15, p < .05, two-tailed test), indicating that the larger the organizations are, the more goals they pursue. The number of goals also significantly links to the satisfaction of goal attainment (r = .43, p < .001, two-tailed test). When we only entered the main effect variables (Table 3) , industrial munificence is indeed positively and significantly related to goal attainment (β = .18, p < .05, two-tailed test). Goal complexity also has a significantly positive impact on goal attainment (β = .42, p < .001, twotailed test), suggesting pursuit of multiple goals supports goal attainment. However, goal diversity is not significantly related to goal attainment (β = .08, p > .05, two-tailed test), suggesting that prioritization of organizational goals has no direct impact on goal attainment.
To test H1 and H2, we added two interaction items into the model (see Model 3 in Table 3 ); these items gauge the moderation effects of goal complexity and goal diversity on the relationship between industrial munificence and goal attainment. As shown in Model 3, the interaction item of industrial munificence and goal complexity is positive (β = .14, p < .05, twotailed test), which indicates that the more goals an organization emphasizes, the better it will be able to attain desired goals. Therefore, H1 is supported. The interaction of industrial munificence and goal diversity has an even stronger moderating effect (β = -.50, p < .001, twotailed test), indicating that organizations are able to better utilize industrial resources in achieving organizational goals by prioritizing these goals. Therefore, H2 is supported. We further included a three-way interaction of industrial munificence, goal complexity, and goal diversity. This three-way moderation is not significant (β = -.11, p > .05, two-tailed test) although the sign of the regression coefficient was in the direction as proposed (see Model 4 in Table 3 ). Therefore, H3 is not supported. 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
Before we elaborate on the implications of the study, several limitations need to be addressed. We employed a survey methodology that may be subject to common methods variance. However, the independent variable is from archival data source. In addition, we conducted Harmon's one factor test (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986) . The survey items were entered into one exploratory factor analysis. In analyzing the covariance matrix, we found that the first factor accounted for only 16% of the total variance, which suggested that no single factor accounted for the majority of covariance. Moreover, items from both endogenous and exogenous variables tended to load on different factors. Thus, common method bias would not explain the main interactive relationships between the predictor and outcome variables. A second limitation is that the introduction of archival data significantly reduced the useable survey data. While this could have biased the results, statistical comparisons revealed no significant differences in key variables between organizations included in our study and those eliminated due to missing data.
Organizations are always pursuing multiple goals at the same time and "it is easier, and clearer, to view decisions as being concerned with discovering courses of action that satisfy a whole set of constraints" (Simon, 1964: 20) . To our knowledge, this is the first project to investigate the complexity and diversity of the organizational goal setting and their impacts on goal attainment for SMEs. Our finding suggests that it may be easier for organizations to exploit opportunity if they target multiple goals rather than a single goal. This contrasts with the intuition that organizations would be more successful in attaining their goals if they winnowed their list of goals, enabling managers to focus their resources and efforts on achieving a shorter list of goals. Pursuit of multiple goals taxes both the resources and rationality that organizations can bring to bear. However, organizations have several types of stakeholders, each with different needs (Blau and McKinley, 1979; Maclver, 1955) . Organizations must interact with their environments in their pursuit of goals, and forces in their environments, especially competitive pressures, push them in several different directions at once (Bourgeois, 1985; Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997) . Interdependence among goals also makes it difficult for organizations to narrow their goals because attainment of one goal might require pursuit of other goals as well, and there may be economies of scope in pursuing related goals. Organizations are thus compelled by stakeholders, environmental pressures, and goal interdependence to pursue several goals at the same time. Keeping a broad list of organizational goals will help organizations shoot their targets than only having one goal. This is not to suggest that organizations should place the same emphasis on all goals when pursuing multiple goals. We found evidence that SMEs are better able to take advantage of the resources and opportunities in their environments when they place priorities on multiple goals. Differentiating among goals in terms of their importance, i.e. prioritization, appears to have a even stronger positive effect on exploitation of resources and opportunities, as indicated in Figure 2 and Figure 3 . Our findings also imply that prioritizing a large number of goals would enhance the positive effect that these goals have on firms' ability to make use of industrial resources. Even though the three-way interaction effect is not significant, the absolute effect is not negligible (β = -.11, p > .05, two-tailed test). Our results suggest that while maintaining a long list of organizational goals may benefit organizations, what is more important is keeping a clear priority among these goals. A long list of organizational goals would help firms to broadly screen the environment and be ready to grasp opportunities when they arise. An unambiguous prioritization of goals helps organizations maintain focus or core competitiveness when exploring alternative directions. An appropriate balance of the amount and the prioritization of organizational goals appear to be necessary for organizations to attain optimal results; sacrificing either complexity or prioritization grants organizations only partial benefits. A multiple-goal system without prioritization may exhaust organizations through internal conflicts and friction while a short list of goals unnecessarily narrows the organizations' visions when they are looking outside for potential resources and opportunities. 
Munificence
Goal Attainment .
Low Goal Diversity
High Goal Diversity Success in complex environments tends to come not from doing one big thing right but from doing many small things well. Organizations must increase sales but also generate profits and they must increase quality while holding down costs. If the pursuit of a single goal is not a viable strategy for organizations, it becomes important to study and understand how organizations cope with the tensions caused by the pursuit of multiple goals. We hope that our research demonstrates the potential of this research direction and provides a useful first step toward a better understanding of the relationships among goal properties.
